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FINDING A BASELINE FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN DIVERSION PROGRAMMING

Anthony G. Frontiera, M.A.
Western Michigan University

This present study looked at a Mid-West American Juvenile Justice institution with the
hope of helping to build a baseline of understanding in terms of how their diversion
programming efforts are shaping out. Historically, research and funding have not been
directed into diversion efforts in the same ways that re-entry efforts have seen. Studies have
shown that if diversion efforts are not effective, then another cohort of youth are consigned to
50% higher recidivism rates than otherwise. The research before you was conducted to assist
this institution in understanding and then changing their course of action with regards to
diversion strategies. The research included 401 first time offenders who received some sort of
diversion requirements from 2013. Their data was collected until 2016 giving a three year
period of recidivism which is noted to be a standard among researchers in this field. The data
points collected were analyzed by using logistic regressions. The results showed rates of
recidivism of 54%, but when compared to the rest of the analysis, the recidivism rates are
understood differently and certain successes/shortfalls are awarded throughout.
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INTRODUCTION

In order to begin down this researcher’s path to building a baseline for diversion
programming, it is first necessary to discuss the current problem facing this American Midwest
diversion programming. It has, for quite some time now, been this researcher’s observations that
diversion efforts have tried to combat increasing prison populations (as well as the school to
prison pipeline) by focusing on re-entry efforts. It is beyond the scope of this research to
determine whether those causes are worthwhile pursuits. However, it should be noted that these
approaches and methods are based in reactionary strategies that do great things for post
adjudication folks, but is not inherently focused on preventing youth from committing a crime in
the first place. Of course there are examples of prevention strategies in play all around the
country, but this research focuses on how accountability plays a role in these programs. If one
examines the different programs, it might be surprising to hear that, while statistics are calculated
and research is performed on the re-entry approaches and incarcerated individuals, very little is
done with regards to diversion cases, in which informally charged youth are sent to programs to
expunge their record and divert them from the system.
The aim of this research is to collect and analyze data from a local circuit court’s
diversion programming and consider these statistics in decisions within the administration of the
circuit court as a whole, as well as the day-to-day impact on staff that interact with youth every
day. The research problem goes beyond the scope of this particular study, but the first foundation
will be built within this project. To start a culture of understanding diversion programming
effectiveness is to consider the baseline of where the programs are at. Creating this baseline will
increase the awareness of the staff and administration and hopefully encourage certain
responsive actions to deficiencies.
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The coming sections discuss studies that provide background to the current situation and
contextualize the aim of this research project in a more comprehensive light. It is important to
note that this project is the first stage of a three-year study, and thus the findings are preliminary
in the sense that examining data across the full three years (2013, 2014, 2015 first time
offenders) may result in new and different conclusions.
Literature Review and Discussion of Recidivism
Diversion programs have become a staple in most, if not all, juvenile justice complexes in
the United States, having started becoming a very relevant approach in the United States around
the 1970s after studies started to indicate that locking up youth was not working as a deterrent,
but might be harming the youth (Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, n.d.). Diversion
programing is defined as “an attempt to divert, or channel out, youthful offenders from the
juvenile justice system” (Bynum and Thompson, 1996, p.430). This will serve as the definition
used throughout this research with one small challenge to change specific wording to include a
broader approach. Changing the standard of ‘the juvenile justice system’ from the above quote
to, ‘from further criminal engagement with the court system.’ Recidivism research trends show a
strong link between inaccurate estimates of recidivism rates and unclear, limited ideas of what
recidivism incorporates for youth. Walsh and Weber (2014) published a report on measuring
recidivism, which indicated that rearrests were one of the only ways juvenile justice centers
around the country were testing for these recidivism rates. The result of their analysis showed
that tracking recidivism properly takes a large buy in from multiple levels of government. The
article proposed ways of improving these rates suggesting recidivism rates require the
consideration of “rearrest, readjudication/reconviction, recommitment/reincarceration, technical
violations/revocations, new offenses processed by the adult criminal justice system, and new
2

offenses that occur after a youth is no longer under system supervision” (Walsh and Weber,
2014, p.3). Only using one or two of these points of interaction will limit the scope in which the
researcher would be able to see the effectiveness of operating programs (Walsh and Weber,
2014). It should be noted that recidivism does not necessarily mean that a conviction has
occurred. Recidivism, in the sense it is used for this study, indicates that the youth has been
arrested and sent to the intake officers for further processing.
One of the most historic acts passed for juveniles in the early days of juvenile justice
reform efforts was The Juvenile Justice Prevention Act of 1974. This act was passed to ensure
that the youth being arrested for criminal activity, including status offenses, were “placed in the
least restrictive appropriate treatment setting, establishment of community-based programs in
place of large, custodial institutions, diversion of youth from formal juvenile justice system
processing” (Jenson et al., p.55, 2001). This act was put in place to help develop a system that
was moving away from a goal of retribution and punishment to focus more on restorative justice
and rehabilitation. As Seigle and colleagues note, “[a]n overwhelming body of research has
emerged, demonstrating that using secure facilities as a primary response to youth’s delinquent
behavior generally produces poor outcomes at high costs” (2014, p.1). Thus, this is not to say
that detention should not be used for adjudicated youth, but rather that it should only be used for
extreme high-risk youth who are a serious risk to the public (Juvenile Justice Information
Exchange, n.d.). The reality is that this measure needs to be the last resort. Another important
note is that another Juvenile Justice Prevention Act was created in 2002, which mainly
broadened the view on minority confinement to a more encompassing definition of
disproportionate contact (Piquero, 2008). This is important to this research because racial
disparities are one of the main foci of the juvenile justice research being done today and with
3

broadening our definition of recidivism we should be able to grasp rates of disproportionate
minority contact not just issues with court proceedings. This of course would be contingent on
the criminal justice system itself in the given research field. If no such tracking is done this
would be completely impossible to include.
An important step being taken right now by researchers around the country is the
development of empirical tools (sometimes referred to as assessment tools) to rate and compile a
list of effective programs so that other juvenile justice complexes might also utilize these
techniques (Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, n.d.). A very problematic aspect of
researching diversion programs is that not one definition exists from county to county for what
constitutes a diversion program. This confusion is due to foundational elements of diversion
research which indicate that diversion programs are most effective when they are tailored to
specific local youth demographics (Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, n.d.). The exchange
however does provide a method for moving forward and bridging juvenile justice communities
together. The overall goal of the exchange is focusing on what all programs should be covering,
developing, and incorporating, while simultaneously individualizing the model to fit their
specific community.
Diversion programming has been in the forefront of most major juvenile justice
reformation of policies and practices. This is mainly due to the unique position of the court
system when it comes to understanding our public needs and wants. Greenwood (2008, p.203)
states:
“[J]uvenile court is in an excellent position to identify quality and service gaps in
the current program mix and to identify programs that are not performing up to
their true potential, because it sees other agency’s failures. The records of
4

individual cases that come before the court provide informative case studies of how
well the system is performing and where screening, assessment, or programming
gaps exists. The court is in the best position to identify where particular types of
youth are slipping through the cracks or particular parts of the system need to
improve their performance.”
As Greenwood points out, one of the best places to make an effective difference in our
country’s incarceration rate is at the juvenile justice level. The circuit courts in any county need
to emphasize and utilize the importance of their unique position and address youth needs
accordingly. Highlighting the imperative nature of this issue, Aizer and Doyle (2013) performed
a meta-analysis which showed that confining youth in facilities will increase their likelihood to
recidivate by more than 20 percent. Aizer and Doyle (2013) also found confining youth creates
significant challenges to completing high school or GED requirements beyond lock-up. To
combat these problems, the youth system has been designed specifically to invest in individual,
case by case analysis of what would be the best steps to ensure that the specific youth will not
return to the juvenile or adult correctional system. This type of individual assessment for juvenile
offenders sets a large difference in options and possibilities for diversion versus the adult
criminal court system. As stated earlier, diversion programming can range in specific aspects, but
common themes have been found, and in some cases proven to be very effective. To provide a
brief background, the parties responsible for determining whether a diversion programs or
detention (residential treatment) would be best for the child can include any of the following,
intake officer, probation officer, supervisors, judge or any combination of officials. Deciding on
which direction to take the case depends on calculating judgments that are founded in
professional discretionary risk assessment. This assessment process leads to a
5

decision about how much of a risk the youth is to the community and whether any resources in
the area are available to assist the youth in hopes of getting back on a positive track (Mulvey and
Iselin, 2008). These assessments are supposed to be based on the needs of the youth, but Jenson
and colleagues (2001) tell us that most interventions in the United States, when considering
juvenile justice system practices, have some form of group based interventions centered on
reducing antisocial behaviors. They also note that these common guidelines are based, or
delivered in institutional settings that lead to very positive short-term results (modifying
behaviors while in program), but lack any sufficient evidence that long-term goals are being met.
One of the most important points of diversion programming is that its core concept is
built out of prevention and not retaliation. Research shows that diversion program “services
should not be deficit or problem focused, but rather directed toward mobilizing a youth’s natural
strengths, resources, and resiliencies” (Sullivan et al., p.559, 2007; also see Jenson et al., 2001).
This is because focusing on prevention, rather than detention or any form of punishment,
becomes a secondary consideration. Consequently, with being strength based, the juvenile justice
system focus is more need-based and understanding of the initial/environmental issues
surrounding youth involvement with criminal behavior. These needs-based services should be
constructed around certain aspects of the youth’s life before the criminal activity took place.
Sullivan and colleagues suggest that “depending on the age, cognitive and moral development,
relationship skills, activities, peer and family connections, physical stature and maturity differ…
[p]rograms must be designed specifically for children and adolescents and, as importantly, reflect
specific age groupings” (2007, p. 559). Focusing on these factors allows for more comprehensive
insights into the individual youth case, permitting the intake/probation officers to make accurate
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predictions of success and treatment outcomes. These predictions can only led to better outcomes
if the youth are placed into programming accurately.
Another focus a juvenile justice complex can undertake is family-oriented treatment. For
juvenile diversion programming, family-oriented treatment is cited as one of the most
contributing attributes in successful programming (Greenwood, 2008; Sullivan et al., 2007;
Seigle et al., 2014; Jenson et al., 2001). For example, a meta-analysis conducted by Schwalbe
and colleagues, which compared 19,301 youth who were involved in 57 different experiments
over 28 study areas, found that the results of their study “recommend against implementation of
programs limited to case management and highlight the promise of family interventions and
restorative justice” (2011, p.1). Although family-oriented approaches have been proven more
effective, juvenile justice policies and procedures slow the progress down with valid concerns
about financial obligations. Greenwood (2008) suggests that investing in good, sound,
empirically-tested delinquency prevention programming could save seven to ten dollars for every
dollar invested. These savings are generally found in the prison setting, but can be a reference to
youth developmental practices.
Furthermore, evaluations of current programs have revealed little to no oversight by the
courts. This limits the amount of pressure that can force changes bureaucratically, slowing the
process to develop better programs. Assessment tools as well as consistent and positive follow up
practices are also hindered when little to no oversight is remains common practice (Seigle et al.,
2014). Validated assessment tools for risk assessment allows for objective factors to be
considered and weighted while discretionary actions are deliberated. There appears to be,
however, no literature stating that the validated assessment tools should replace the decision
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making process completely. Instead, it is emphasized that without using these tools the rate at
which harm could be done by misidentifying the youth’s risk level increases (Seigle et al., 2014).
Assessment tools include but are not limited to Early Assessment Risk List (EARLS), Structured
Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY), and Antisocial Process Screening Device
(Mulvey and Iselin, 2008). These assessment tools have been vetted by some of the leading
research initiatives such as Blueprint project of Colorado University sponsored by the Annie E.
Casey Foundation, The MacArthur Foundation’s Model for Change initiative, SAMSHA’s
National Registry of Evidence-Based Programs and the Juvenile Justice Information Exchange.
These research hubs are devoted to finding and evaluating programs to compile a list empirically
tested and proven programs for other juvenile justice systems to adopt how they see fit (Seigle et
al., 2014; Piquero, 2008; Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, n.d.).
The most comprehensive reviews have found that the best programs still operate and
value the structured clinical judgment model, which is consistently found to be the best-case
scenario for finding out what type of program should be utilized for treatment. This structured
judgment model can be explained by breaking it down into two distinct categories: actuarial
clinical approach and structured clinical approach. The actuarial clinical approach is the process
of rating (using an assessment tool, Youth Assessment Screening Instrument is an example of
this approach applied) and grouping individuals based on likelihood of re-offending (usually
high/medium/low) founded in empirically based research (Mulvey and Iselin, 2008, p.39). The
actuarial clinical approach should be implemented at the intake level promoting efficient and
proper screening results. Combined with a structured clinical approach method, which is based
on the cognitive discretion of the professionals, makes for a well-balanced approach to
implementing, maintaining and developing effective programing (Mulvey and Iselin, 2008). To
8

back up this position, Mulvey and Iselin (2008) provide research that has consistently
demonstrated that actuarial methods outperform clinical methods, in terms of the proportion of
correct to incorrect predictions, in a variety of tasks. Also, being able to reach judgments about
the likelihood of an event happening by constructing a coherent picture of how different
characteristics of individuals along with the situation increase or decrease the chances that it will
happen.
Theoretical Framework
Self-control theory (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990) suggests that one gains through
interaction in society the skills and knowledge that are used to assimilate into said society. This
approach, after much critique and studies by other researchers provoked Hirschi (2004) to
reevaluate the theory and produce an updated, revised version. This revision considers the
definition of self-control to be “the tendency to consider the full range of potential costs of a
particular act” (Hirschi, 2004, p.543). Hirschi (2004) thus moves the understanding of
selfcontrol theory to look at the specific event at a specific time and gauge the social bonds
within that moment. Eluding to the idea that these self-control mechanisms that we build into our
youth are very important because self-control through varies studies, has shown to vary slightly
over the life course (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Morris, Gerber, and Menard, 2011; Feldman
and Weinberger, 1994; Gibbs, Giever, and Higgins, 2003; Hay and Forest, 2006; Perrone,
Sullivan, Pratt and Margaryan, 2004; J.P. Wright and Culen, 2001). Another way to say this
would be to say that if more personal connections for the youth rest in people who perform
illegal activities that would increase the youth’s chances of performing illegal activities and
could possibly instill lifelong understandings of illegal activity and the consequences therein.
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This approach to understanding youth development was utilized as a fundamental
understanding in delinquency prevention. Today, empirical testing and validating of diversion
programs around the country has revolutionized the academic study of this field, but perhaps
more importantly, it aided in developing tools to increase support and prevention strategies. The
Annie E. Casey foundation is just one of the larger national databases any diversion
programming staff could reach out to for suggestions or simple check out their website for ideas
on how to improve their own localized efforts. Of course, these analyses need to be integrated by
staff with their own local juveniles in mind. When searching for programs the foundation allows
other programs to update the roster of programs with success or unsuccessful integration
techniques. This provides almost a constant empirical evaluation that keep the database up to par
with current research. After careful examination, a program would start to see a picture emerge in
the foundations database. The foundations array of programs that were most successful (in the
sense that youth were not coming back to the juvenile justice system) followed a few key steps
that increased the youth’s social bonds (self-control understandings). The most notable programs
followed a family orientated approach to diversion prevention strategies. These family orientated
approaches highlight the essence of what Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990; Hirschi, 2004) promote
as most important, which is considering both long-term and short-term approaches for
influencing youths bonds, self-control, and delinquency.
In the beginning of this research it was helpful to think of the revised self-control theory
(Hirschi, 2004) as a foundational goal that could help set the bar for current programs being
conducted within the local juvenile justice setting. This theoretical concept also helped produce
routes of thought that helped produce the initial hypotheses.
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The Present Study
This research has attempted to add important insight to the literature discussing effects of
diversion programs. The literature and discussion above is aimed at highlighting the importance
of alternative programs to reduce recidivism rooted in evidence based research, not only for
policy makers, but for the general knowledge of any stake holder (Wilson and Hoge, 2012).
Accountability is imperative when dealing with complex issues such as juvenile delinquency.
Finding the overall effectiveness of the diversion programming required “three characteristics
[which] have been found in research to be most strongly correlated with how effective a program
is; the type of program; the amount and quality of service delivered; and the risk level of the
youth in the program” (Juvenile Justice Information Exchange, n.d.). These characteristics were
collected from the datasets obtained from a Midwest circuit court. The data were then analyzed
using logistic regressions to enhance previous diversion research literature and inform new paths
of development for this institution on the local level. This prior research and empirical analyses
led to the following research question/hypotheses.
Research Questions for Testing Program Effectiveness & Hypothesis
RQ 1: What is the recidivism rate for the diversion programming being utilized in local juvenile
justice complex?
1) Juveniles who do not complete the program requirements and the case is closed
unsuccessful will have higher odds of recidivating than those whose case is closed
successful.
2) Juveniles who receive probation as a diversion program will have a rate of recidivism
higher than if required to complete other diversion programs.
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3) As the age of the juvenile at the time of the first offense increases, then the odds of
reoffending decrease significantly.
4) Juveniles who are not required to perform a task (complete a program) for their first
offense will have increased odds of re-offending compared to those who received other
forms of diversion for the first offense.
5) Juveniles who received one or more diversion requirements for first offense will have
decreased odds of re-offending compared to no requirements being given as a diversion
requirement.
6) Juveniles who received probation and community service as a first offense diversion
program will have decreased odds for re-offending compared to no community service
being given as a diversion requirement.
General Recidivism
Today, the United States is facing a fundamental shift from punitive sanctions to
rehabilitative community programming when dealing with youthful offenders. This
transformation can only be possible and effective if researchers can find ways to prevent the
escalation of criminal activity. Through meta-analysis and other research, it is evident that most
criminal activities by youth in the “United States are property crime, such as theft or vandalism”
(Jenson et al., 2001, p.49). Reports by Michigan DHS/CWFJP also stated that “[I]t is notable that
while juveniles overall account for a lower percentage of arrests than their representation in the
total population, in almost every jurisdiction, including Michigan, juvenile property crime
arrests, as a percentage of total arrests, far exceed the proportion of the total juvenile population”
(MSJAAR, 2012, p.13). For these reasons, this research took great care in looking for the level
of criminal activity recorded by the local circuit court.
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Also under consideration within this research is the escalation of crime. Jenson and
colleagues (2001) found that majority of first time offender’s committed non-violent offense
before committing more serious violent offense. In sum, thee prior research and empirical
evidence led to the follow research question/hypotheses.
General Recidivism Research Questions & Hypotheses
RQ 2: Is there a predictive crime that will lead to another, possibly escalated, type of crime?
7) If the first offense by the juvenile is a property crime, then the odds increase that the
second or recidivating offense will be a drug related criminal offense.
8) If the first offense by the juvenile is a drug crime, then the odds of the second offense
being a violent crime increases significantly.
Recidivism & Race/Ethnicity
Racial disparities are a very relevant issue within the entire correctional system in the United
States. The Michigan Committee on Juvenile Justice released a report confirming this which
showed racial disproportionality in arrest rates remains a prevalent problem. The MCJJ reports
that black youth were three times more likely to be arrested compared to white youth (MCJJ,
2015, p.2). Jenson and colleagues also found that “arrest data consistently reveals that African
Americans are over-represented in official reports of youth crime” (2001, p.54). Certain forms
and processes have been developed to control for these disparities, for example the Relative Rate
Index (RRI) is a tool for this specific task. The RRI is used “to measure disparity at each decision
point in the system – arrest, referral to juvenile court, detention, petitioning, and transfer to
criminal court, adjudication, and out-of-home placement following adjudication” (Piquero,
2008, p.62). Racial disparity has not been a new issue, and David Muhammad from the National
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Council on Crime and Delinquency says that “Racial disparities exist across the continuum of
juvenile engagement with police and the corrections systems. In 2013, Black youth comprised 14
percent of the national juvenile population, but accounted for 34 percent of juvenile arrests
(Muhammad, 2015). This research and empirical evidence led to the following research
question/hypothesis.
Recidivism & Race/Ethnicity Question & Hypotheses
RQ 3: Are there any differences in the rate at which youth are placed in diversion programming?
9) Non-whites youths’ odds of receiving no diversion requirements for their first offense
will be lower than whites.
10) The odds of receiving monitoring as the diversion requirement for first offenses is higher
for Non-whites than Whites.
11) Non-whites are more likely to receive restitution requirements for their first offense than
whites.
Gender & the Juvenile Justice System
This research has also tried to address another key discussion around juvenile justice, gender
equality. Males are reported at alarming rates compared to females reporting that more than two
thirds of all juvenile arrests were males (MCJJ, 2015, p.2). Poe-Yamagata and Butts found a
similar trend in 1996 which showed that female youth are less likely to be arrested than males.
Their research also indicated that females who were arrested, were less likely to be adjudicated
or sent to an adult court system than their male counterparts (1996; also see Girls Incorporated,
1996; MCJJ, 2015). Overall the MSJAAR reported that in 2013 males made up “51% of the
juvenile population (ages 10-16) in Michigan but accounted for seven out of ten juvenile arrests
overall, including eight out of ten violent crime arrests, and nearly two-thirds of property crime
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arrests… The pattern of arrests by gender for juveniles in Michigan was consistent with the
pattern nationwide, where males accounted for 71% of all juvenile arrests (MSJAAR, 2015,
pp.24-25). This research and empirical evidence has led to the follow research
question/hypotheses.
RQ 4: Are there any gender differences in the rate at which youth are placed in diversion
programming?
12) Females odds of recidivating will be lower than for males for all offenses.
13) Males will be more likely to receive monitor as a diversion requirement than females.
14) Males odds of receiving restitution as a diversion requirement will be greater than
females odds.

Methods
Research Design
The proposal for this project was to take initiative and find the diversion programming
recidivism rates for an American Midwest circuit court to investigate how these programs are
affecting outcomes across a range of common issues. Evidence-based juvenile diversion
programs have become the new standard model in the youth development world. Understanding
how the programs are performing is the first step in understanding how to implement or perform
evaluations on any one specific program (Greenwood, 2008; Seigle et al., 2014). The importance
of this process cannot be understated, as Greenwood notes, as “every year of delay in
implementing evidence-based reforms consigns another cohort of juvenile offenders to a 50
percent higher than necessary recidivism rate” (p.205, 2008). With more than ten years of
evidence, and a strong movement toward empirical reform, Greenwood has challenged the
current status quo and asked that researchers help to motivate professionals to make changes to
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an unchecked part of our juvenile justice system. These types of radical calls for investment are
led to ask these questions. We, as a society, need to invest in our youth as they are the only
future we can be certain of after all. The research was guided by selecting all cases from the 2013
data set. Including only cases which the first happened in 2013, along with the second offence of
the youth selected (only if the youth re-offended). The following is a description of the data set
used and the variables obtained for the analysis.
Data Collection
The data were provided by the court and include the years 2013, 2014, and 2015. There
was no contact between this investigator (or anyone else on this projects) and the juveniles at any
time. Combining quantitative analysis with discussions with court personnel allows for specific
local definitions to guide the research, however no national standards exists. This project
involved discussions with court personnel including intake workers, probation supervisors,
probation officers, and administrative staff. Helping guide this researcher’s understanding of the
system from their perspective. As researchers often admit, the numbers can tell a story, but only
with the help of professionals in the field can we know exactly how to translate the value of those
numbers into meaningful discoveries. Specific jargon resides in any field one wishes to study,
and it is only appropriate to let the professionals in that field explain what those decisions and
expectations amount to. One of the limitations that I will address later but is relevant now is the
state of the data before any analysis took place. In the beginning, the data showed every petition
filed for each juvenile per given calendar year, which was sorted out and kept in different excel
files. Utilizing only first time offenders from 2013, the data were then sorted by personal ID
number given by the court to each case. This was done to ensure accuracy within the dataset, the
process included the personal ID number, which was consistently cross referenced with the party
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ID number and the case ID number. To address the level of protection needed when dealing with
non-public data, specific protocols for security were followed in terms laid out in the HSIRB
approval paperwork. After this step was complete all youth who offended for the first time in
2013 were selected for analysis. Once selected, the youth’s data were collected with regards to
specific criteria laid out in the definition of variables table.
DIVERSION PROGRAMS– These include any programs that could be offered by the intake
officer when the petition is received and reviewed. The notes or any other documents for each
case will also be reviewed to gain an understanding of why the decision was made. Descriptive
information from the intake officers will be collected to accurately understand the intake process.
The primary evaluation method for placement includes but is not limited to youth’s age; youth’s
prior record; youth’s prior performance in other placements; parental involvement; and severity
of the criminal offense (this is used for assessing the youths risk level [low/medium/high] and
helps to provide a baseline to what program would best fit the juvenile. The dataset being used,
along with the intake workers of said juvenile facility utilize an assessment tool called Youthful
Assessment Screening Instrument YASI [definition and description can be found at
ojjdp.gov/mpg.litreviews/RiskandNeeds.pdf]. This will not be discussed in this research due to
lack of access, but will be followed up on after this research is completed to check if rating scale
is accurately predicting youth recidivism likelihood. The following are programs that are
available to the intake officer. These programs are not mutually exclusive, and decisions can be
made that require a diverted youth to complete more than one of these options.
Intensive services - Provides services to juvenile offenders, promoting balanced and
restorative justice principles. (Includes intensive monitoring / In-house monitoring)
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C-Waiver In-Home Care - The C-Waiver project is initiated as part of the Wraps System of
Care Federal Initiative. The C-Waiver provides an opportunity to extend Wraparound
and comprehensive community based mental health services to under-served eligible
populations.
Drug Treatment Court - Provides a dispositional option of intensive treatment for youth
experiencing difficulties with illegal substances.
Restitution/Community Services - Provides treatment in the community with the goal of
avoiding incarceration.
Family Delinquency Treatment Court - This program provides treatment services to
substance affected families as an alternative to placement.
Wraparound - Services include facilitating family sessions, providing crisis intervention,
drug screening, monitoring treatment plans, and maintaining records.
Intensive services/NSP - Services including evaluations, group therapy, individual therapy,
family counseling and non-scheduled payments.
Verbal Warning – Intake officer gives the youth a verbal warning to not do this again. Then
the youth is released with no requirements due to the court for the youth’s actions.
Community Service – Intake officer sets a certain number of hours a youth must serve a
community agency for free.
Letter of Apology – Intake officer requires that the youth write a hand-written letter of
apology to the victim/victim family, in order to have the youth reflect on the decision and
consequence of his/her actions.

18

Variable Definitions and Coding
RECIDIVISM – Any contact in an official capacity with the legal system that warrants a
new petition/or possibly informal/formal adult charge will be considered re-offending. As new
research is conducted, experts have found that most of the juvenile justice centers that have
tracked recidivism for diversion programming do not incorporate all the levels in which a youth
could re-enter the court system (Seigle et al., p.1, 2014). This research has expanded the
definition of re-offending to meet this new proposed standard.
Second Offense Violent – This is recorded only when the second offense to each specific
case involves a violent offense. The criminal severity of the crime is scaled on the legal code as
described in Appendix A.
Drug Related First Offense – This is recorded only when the first offense to each specific
case involves a drug related offense. The criminal severity of the crime is scaled on the legal
code as described in Appendix A.
Drug Related Second Offense – This is recorded only when the second offense to each
specific case involves a drug related offense. The criminal severity of the crime is scaled on the
legal code as described in Appendix A.
Property Crime First Offense – This is recorded only when the first offense to each
specific case involves a property related offense. The criminal severity of the crime is scaled on
the legal code as described in Appendix A.
Successful Completion of Programming – This is decided by the intake worker who is in
charge of the youth’s tasks. If the case has a completed successful identification, then it appears
as being counted in this variable.
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Unsuccessful Completion of Programming – This is decided by the intake worker who is
in charge of the youth’s tasks. If the case has a completed unsuccessful identification, then it
appears as being counted in this variable.
Only Probation Required – This is counted when the intake officer assigned the youth to
complete only probation as a diversion strategy. (The category for probation and education
component given as a diversion technique was added to this category because it only had 2 cases
out of 401 and most closely relates to this treatment strategy)
Probation and Community Service Required – This is counted when the intake officer
assigned the youth to complete probation and community service as a diversion strategy.
Probation, Education and Community Service Required – This is counted when the
intake officer assigned the youth to complete probation, an educational component and
community service as a diversion strategy.
No Program Activity Required – This is counted when the intake worker finds suitable
reasons to not require the youth to complete any requirements as a diversion strategy. This is
typically done to address the over-whelming research suggesting that certain youth are harmed
by treatment. Interventions with youth that are classified as low risk offenders and good family
environments are usually candidates for this type of programming.
Monitor Required – This is counted only when the intake worker requires monitoring
practices, such as probation only, as a diversion strategy.
Restitution Required – Restitution is counted when intake workers are requiring monetary
sanctions, community service, and other forms of payment from the youth.
AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE – The age of the juvenile at the time the offense was
committed. In the data set we see a variety of ages ranging from 6 years old to 17 years old. Age
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is an important piece of the puzzle when deciding on what program the youth should be placed
in. It has been suggested that specific programs should be designed with specific ages in mind
due to the different experiences and cognitive abilities of each specific youth entering the system
(Sullivan et al., 2007, p. 559).
RACE/ETHNICITY - The race of the juvenile was gauged based on what information was
entered in the dataset. It has been suggested that racial disparities, despite the best efforts of
administration, have continued to be a problem in juvenile decisions (Piquero, 2008). Using this
variable allowed for the research to test this common theme and present any further research
strategies in which to pursue. These items will be coded as described in the definition of
variables table.
SEX – The coding for sex is based on the court’s records, which reflects the given legal
sex (male or female) of the juvenile.

Black

Table 1. Definition of Variables
White =0; Black =1; Other =0

Other

White =0; Black =0; Other =1

Female

Male =0 and Female =1

Program Outcome

1=closed successful; 2=closed unsuccessful;
3=closed; 4=unable to locate;
5=uncooperative; and 6=denied

Successful Completion of Programming

Other =0; SuccessfulCompletion =1

Unsuccessful Completion of Programming

Other =0; UnsuccessfulCompletion =1

Age at First Offense

Measured to the second decimal based on the
number of days
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Table 1—Continued
Only Probation Required

Other =0
Only Probation given =1

Probation and Educational Component

Other =0

Required

Probation and Educational Req. =1

Probation and Community Service Required

Other =0
Probation and Community Service Req. =1

Probation, Educational Component and

Other = 0

Community Service Required

Probation, Educational Component and
Community Service Required = 1

Drug Related First Offense

No =0; Yes =1

Drug Related Second Offense

No =0; Yes =1

Property Crime First Offense

No =0; Yes =1

Second Offense Violent

No =0; Yes =1

No Program Activity Required

Programing was assigned =0
Programming was not assigned =1

Restitution Required

No =0; Yes =1

Monitor Required

No =0; Yes =1

Number of Programs Completed

None =0; One =1; Two =2; Three =3; Four =4

Recidivism

Did not Recidivate =0
Did Recidivate =1

Collecting these variables helped in calculating the diversion programming recidivism
rates and strength of impact each style of diversion has had on recidivism if any. However,
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recidivism rates are not the only aspect of juvenile diversion programming important to showing
effectiveness. Common themes suggest that co-occurring disorders in youth involved in the
juvenile justice system are a serious threat to good diversion practices if they are not properly
assessed and placed; these common disorders include but are not limited to “attention
deficithyperactivity personality, and affective disorders” (Jenson et al., 2001). With this
understanding, finding the recidivism rates is only the first step in assuring that diversion
programs are effective and applied appropriately. Research also shows that most juvenile reoffenders have multiple complex issues and are also found to be part of other programs that
include but are not limited to; Department of Human Services, Child Protective Services, or
serious identified/diagnosed mental illnesses (Seigle et al., 2014). Understanding how effective
programs are with recidivism rates is hard to do without knowing a little bit more of the
individual youth health records.
The dataset is analyzed first with univariate and bivariate analyses. These tests are
performed to help locate the degree to which these programs are being used with the intention to
allow this research to be compared and added to the current literature on diversion programming.
Comparing with outside sources and research also provides external validity to this research.
The next step is to test the hypotheses of this research. Cross-tabulations were also used
to compare the different variable rates and percentages within this study. Additional techniques
that are used include t-tests and logistic regression analysis.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics
Standard Deviation Minimum

Variable

Mean

Recidivism

.5461

.49849

0

1

Age at first offense

14.5329

1.70049

8.42

17.20

Number of Programs

1.0125

1.19681

0

4

Completed

Groups

Table 3. Frequency Distribution of Race
Frequency
Percent

White

164

40.9%

Black

186

46.4%

Other

51

12.7%

Total

401

100%

Groups

Table 4. Frequency Distribution of Gender
Frequency
Percent

Male

216

53.9%

Female

185

46.1%

Groups

Table 5. Frequency Distribution of Requirements Given
Frequency
Percent

Probation Only

32

8.0%

Probation and Edu Com Req

2

0.5%

Probation and Community Ser Req

200

49.9%

Probation, Educ and Comm. Ser Req.

52

13.0%
24

Maximum

Table 6. Frequency Distribution of Program Outcome
Frequency
Percent

Groups
Closed Successful

254

63.3%

Closed Unsuccessful

32

8.0%

Closed

49

12.2%

Unable to Locate

15

3.7%

Uncooperative

12

3.0%

Denied

39

9.7%

Groups

Table 7. Frequency Distribution of Program Outcome Successful
Frequency
Percent

Other

147

36.7%

Successful

254

63.3%

Table 8. Frequency Distribution of Probation Required
Frequency
Percent

Groups

Probation not Required

115

28.7%

Probation Required

286

71.3%

Groups

Table 9. Frequency Distribution of Drug Related First Offense
Frequency
Percent

No

348

86.8%

Yes

53

13.2%

25

Groups

Table 10. Frequency Distribution of Drug Related Second Offense
Frequency
Percent

No

372

92.8%

Yes

29

7.2%

Groups

Table 11. Frequency Distribution of First Offense Property Crime
Frequency
Percent

No

202

50.4%

Yes

199

49.6%

Groups

Table 12. Frequency Distribution of Second Offense Violent Crime
Frequency
Percent

No

353

88%

Yes

48

12%

Groups

Table 13. Frequency Distribution of No Programs Required
Frequency
Percent

Programs not Required

110

27.4%

Programs Required

291

72.6%

Groups

Table 14. Frequency distribution of Restitution Required
Frequency
Percent

No

304

75.8%

Yes

97

24.2%

26

Table 15. Frequency Distribution of Monitor Required
Frequency
Percent

Groups
No

207

51.6%

Yes

194

48.4%

Findings
RQ 1: What is the recidivism rate for each diversion approach being utilized in local juvenile
justice complex?
Hypotheses
1) Juveniles who do not complete the program requirements and the case is closed
unsuccessful will have higher odds of recidivating than those whose case is closed
successful. The results of the logistic regression for the bivariate analysis indicates that
having a case labeled successfully completed, the odds of recidivism are increased by a
factor of 1.495 compared to all other forms of closure. The results do not support the
hypothesis because having a case labeled successfully closed increase the odds of
recidivating. The relationship is also not statistically significant.
Table 16. Model 1. Logistic Regression Completion of Program Requirements Hypothesis
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Successful Completion
.402
.208
.054
1.495
Constant
-.068
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.012
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

2) Juveniles who receive only probation as a diversion program will have a rate of
recidivism higher than if required to complete other diversion programs. The results in
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table 19 below show that the odds of only being assigned probation as a diversion
program will increase your rate of recidivism by a factor of 1.582. The hypothesis was
not supported because it is not a statistically significant relationship.
Table 17. Model 2. Logistic Regression: Probation Only Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient
.459
.147

Only Probation Required
Constant
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

S.E.
.374

Sig.
.220

Odds Ratio
1.582

.005
401

3) As the age of the juvenile at the time of the first offense increases, then the odds of
reoffending decrease significantly. The results in Table 20 below indicate that the odds of
recidivating increase by a factor of 1.029 for every increase in age. Thus, the hypothesis
is not supported because the relationship is not statistically significant.
Table 18. Model 3. Logistic Regression: Impact of Age at First Offense Hypothesis
Variables
Age at First Offense
Constant
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient S.E.
.028
.059
-.225

Sig.
.633

Odds Ratio
1.029

.005
401

4) Juveniles who are not required to perform a task (complete a program) for their first
offense will have increased odds of re-offending compared to those who received other
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forms of diversion for the first offense. The results in Table 21 below indicate that the
odds of recidivating after not being required to complete any diversion program decrease
by a factor of .543. The hypothesis is not supported because the odds of re-offending
decrease for juveniles with no programs required. The relationship is statistically
significant.
Table 19. Model 4. Logistic Regression: Impact of No Program Activities Required
Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
No Program Activity Required
-.610
.226
.007** .543
Constant
.354
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.024
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

5) Juveniles who received one or more diversion requirements for first offense will have
decreased odds of re-offending compared to no requirements being given as a diversion
requirement. The results in Table 22 below indicate that the odds of recidivating after
being required to complete any diversion strategies actually increases by a factor of
1.157. The hypothesis is not supported because receiving one or more diversion
requirements actually increased the odds of re-offending. Also, the relationship is not
statistically significant.
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Table 20. Model 5. Logistic Regression: Impact of the Number of Programs Required
Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Number of Programs Required
.146
.086
.091
1.157
Constant
.039
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.010
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

6) Juveniles who received probation and community service as a first offense diversion
program will have decreased odds for re-offending compared to no community service
being given as a diversion requirement. The results in Table 23 below indicate that the
odds of recidivating after being required to complete probation and community service
increase by a factor of 1.164. The hypothesis is not supported because being assigned
probation and community service actually increased your odds of recidivating. In addition
the relationship is not statistically significant.
Table 21. Model 6. Logistic Regression: Impact of Community Service Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Probation and Community Service
.152
.201
.449
1.164
Constant
.110
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.002
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01
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RQ 2: Is there a predictive crime that will lead to another, possibly escalated, type of crime?
7) If the first offense by the juvenile is a property crime, then the odds increase that the
second or recidivating offense will be a drug related criminal offense. Table 25 below
shows that the odds of committing a drug offense after committing a property crime
increases by a factor of 5.403. The hypothesis is supported and the relationship is
statistically significant.
Table 22. Model 7. Logistic Regression: Escalation of Crime (Property to Drug) Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Property Crime First Offense
1.687
.502
.001** 5.403
Constant
-3.674
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.048
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

8) If the first offense by the juvenile is a drug crime, then the odds of the second offense
being a violent crime increases significantly. Table 26 below indicates that the odds of a
juvenile who committed a drug crime as a first offense, then re-offended for a violent
crime decreases by a factor of .930. The hypothesis above is not supported because the
odds of committing a violent crime decrease if the first offense was a drug crime. In
addition the model is not statistically significant.
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Table 23. Model 8. Logistic Regression: Escalation of Crime (Drug to Violent) Hypothesis
Variables
First Offense Drug Crime
Constant
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient S.E.
-.072
.464
-1.986

Sig.
.876

Odds Ratio
.930

.000
401

RQ 3: Are there any differences in the rate at which youth are placed in diversion programming?
9) Non-whites youths’ odds of receiving no diversion requirements for their first offense will
be lower than whites. Table 27 below indicates that Non-White youths’ odds of receiving
no diversion requirements increases by a factor of 2.914. The hypothesis is not supported
because the odds of receiving no program requirements increase for non-white offenders.
This relationship is statistically significant.
Table 24. Model 9. Logistic Regression: No Activity Requirement Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Non-White
1.070
.253
.000
2.914
Constant
-1.669
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.069
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

10) The odds of receiving monitoring as the diversion requirement for first offenses is higher
for Non-whites than Whites. Table 28 below indicates that being Non-White increase the
odds of receiving monitoring strategies for diversion programming by a factor of 1.057.
The hypothesis is not supported because it is not statistically significant.
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Table 25. Model 10. Logistic Regression: Monitor Requirement Hypothesis
Variables
Monitor Required
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Non-White
.055
.203
.785
1.057
Constant
-.098
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.000
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

11) Non-whites are more likely to receive restitution requirements for their first offense than
whites. Table 29 below indicates that the odds of receiving restitution for any first offense
crime for non-white youth decrease by a factor of .321. The hypothesis is not supported
because the odds of receiving restitution requirements decrease for non-white individuals
and is statistically significant.
Table 26. Model 11. Logistic Regression: Restitution Requirement Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Non-White
-1.137
.241
.000** .321
Constant
-.550
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.083
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

RQ 4: Are there any gender differences in the rate at which youth are placed in diversion
programming?
12) Females odds of recidivating will be lower than for males for all offenses. Table 30 below
indicates that the odds of recidivating for females is lower by a factor of .921. The
hypothesis is not supported because this is not statistically significant.
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Table 27. Model 12. Logistic Regression: Male versus Female Recidivating Hypothesis
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Female
-.082
.201
.682
.921
Constant
.223
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.001
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

13) Males will be more likely to receive monitor as a diversion requirement than females.
Table 31 indicates that females’ odds of receiving monitoring as a diversion requirement
increase by a factor of 1.062. The hypothesis not supported because the odds of
receiving monitoring as a diversion technique is greater for females. In addition the
model is not statistically significant.

Table 28. Model 13. Logistic Regression: Male versus Female Hypothesis (Monitor)
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Female
.060
.200
.784
1.062
Constant
-.093
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.000
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

14) Males’ odds of receiving restitution as a diversion requirement will be greater than
females’ odds. Table 32 indicates that the odds of receiving restitution as a diversion
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program decrease for females by a factor of .547. This supports the hypothesis and is
statistically significant.

Table 29. Model 14. Logistic Regression: Male Versus Female Hypothesis (Restitution)
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Female
-.604
.242
.013*
.547
Constant
-.887
Goodness of Fit
Nagelkerke R2
.024
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

Full Models
Hypothesis number 1 (Juveniles who do not complete the program requirements and the
case is closed unsuccessful will have higher odds of recidivating than those whose case is closed
successful) results shown in Table 18 model 1 above shows that having a case labeled
successfully completed, the odds of recidivism are increased by a factor of 1.495 compared to all
other forms of closure. The results did not support the hypothesis because cases that are labeled
closed successful having increase the youth’s odds of recidivating. After re-running this model
while including all the control variables and other independent variables, shown in table 33. The
direction of the relationship between recidivism and successful completion does change to
decreasing the odds, but it is not statistically significant.
Hypothesis number 2 (Juveniles who receive only probation as a diversion program will
have a rate of recidivism higher than if required to complete other diversion programs.) results
shown in Table 19 model 2 show that the odds of only being assigned probation as a diversion
program will increase the rate of recidivism by a factor of 1.582. The hypothesis was not
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supported because it is not a statistically significant relationship. After running a full model with
both controls and other independent variables, see table 33, being assigned probation only as a
diversion strategy increases the youth’s odds of recidivating by a factor of 2.858. This
relationship is now statistically significant and the hypothesis is supported.
Hypothesis number 3 (As the age of the juvenile at the time of the first offense increases,
then the odds of re-offending decrease significantly) results in Table 20 indicated that the odds of
recidivating increase by a factor of 1.029 for every increase in age. The hypothesis was not
supported because the relationship is not statistically significant. After re-running the model with
controls and other independent variables. Table 33 shows that the age of first offense still
increases the odds of recidivism, by a slightly higher factor of 1.035. The hypothesis is still not
supported however, because the relationship is not statistically significant.
Hypothesis number 6 (Juveniles who received probation and community service as a first
offense diversion program will have decreased odds for re-offending compared to no community
service being given as a diversion requirement) results in Table 23 indicated that the odds of
recidivating after being required to complete probation and community service increase by a
factor of 1.164. The hypothesis is not supported because being assigned probation and
community service increased the odds of recidivating. In addition, the relationship was not
statistically significant. After re-running this model with control variables, see table 33, and other
independent variables, the results showed similar findings. The table below indicates that the
odds of recidivating after receiving probation and community service increases by a factor of
1.997. The hypothesis is not supported due to the direction of the relationship. The relationship is
also not statistically significant.
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Hypothesis number 12 (Females odds of recidivating will be lower than for males for all
offenses) shown in table 30 indicated that the odds of recidivating for females is decreased by a
factor of .921. The hypothesis is not supported because this is not statistically significant. After
re-running the model, see table 33, the odds of a female recidivating decreases over men by a
factor of .947. The hypothesis though is not supported as the relationship is not statistically
significant.

Table 30. Model 15. Logistic Regression: Full Model (DV=Recidivism)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
Only Probation Required
Successful Completion
Probation and
Community Service
Required
Probation,
Educational
Component and
Community Service
Required
Number of Programs
Completed
Constant
Nagelkerke R
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
.428
.212
-.054
.035
1.050
-.083
.692

S.E.
.239
.331
.213
.063
.502
.372
.373

Sig.
.073
.523
.799
.580
.037*
.824
.064

Odds Ratio
1.534
1.236
.947
1.035
2.858
.921
1.997

1.260

.607

.038*

3.524

-.026

.161

.869

.974

-1.034
.045
.032
401

Hypothesis number 4 (Juveniles who are not required to perform a task (complete a
program) for their first offense will have increased odds of re-offending compared to those who
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received other forms of diversion for the first offense) results shown in Table 21 indicates that the
odds of recidivating after not being required to complete any diversion program decrease by a
factor of .543. The hypothesis is not supported though because the odds of re-offending decrease
for juveniles with no programs required. The relationship was statistically significant. After
rerunning the model with control variables, see table 34, the relationship still decreases by a
lesser factor of .496. The relationship is statistically significant but the hypothesis is not
supported because of the direction the relationship takes on. Hypothesis 4 remains unsupported.
Table 31. Model 16. Logistic Regression (DV=Recidivated)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
No Program Activity Given
Constant
Nagelkerke R Square
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
.359
.161
-.090
.051
-.702
-.501
.034
.233
401

S.E.
.229
.327
.210
.062
.236

Sig.
.116
.623
.669
.411
.003**

Odds Ratio
1.432
1.174
.914
1.052
.496

Table 35 is an expanded version of the hypothesis five (Juveniles who received one or
more diversion requirements for first offense will have decreased odds of re-offending compared
to no requirements being given as a diversion requirement). The results in Table 22 (Hypothesis
5) indicated that the odds of recidivating after being required to complete any diversion strategies
increased by a factor of 1.157. The hypothesis was not supported because receiving one or more
diversion requirements increased the odds that the juvenile would reoffend. The relationship was
also not statistically significant. To further investigate the hypothesis, control variables were
introduced into the logistic regression. Adding these control variables had no noteworthy impact,
38

see table 35, on the relationship between juveniles receiving one or more diversion requirements
for first offense compared to receiving no requirements. Hypothesis 5 remains unsupported.
Table 32. Model 17. Logistic Regression (DV=Recidivated)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
Number of Programs Completed
Constant
Nagelkerke R Square
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
.325
.142
-.083
.025
.178
-.485
.017
.045
401

S.E.
.230
.326
.210
.062
.092

Sig.
.158
.662
.692
.685
.054

Odds Ratio
1.384
1.153
.920
1.025
1.195

Hypothesis number 7 (If the first offense by the juvenile is a property crime, then the odds
increase that the second or recidivating offense will be a drug related criminal offense.) results
shown in Table 25 indicates the odds of committing a drug offense after committing a property
crime increases by a factor of 5.403. The hypothesis is supported and the relationship is
statistically significant. After re-running the logistic regression using all the control variables,
table 36 model 19 shows there was no substantive change between Property Crime First Offense
and a Drug Related Second Offense (odds=5.440). However, black offenders committing a
Property Crime as a First Offense had decreased odds of re-offending with a Drug Related
Second Offense by a factor of .359. Lastly, the odds of a female re-offending with a Drug
Related Second Offense is decreased by a factor of .340 and is statistically significant. The
Nagelkerke R2 in this model is .130 greater than the bivariate model, thus indicating that model
19 is better able to explain the likelihood of re-offending with a drug offense than model 8.
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Table 33. Model 18. Logistic Regression (DV=Drug Related Second Offense)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
Property Crime First Offense
Constant
Nagelkerke R2
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
-1.024
.580
-1.078
.078
1.694
-4.197
.178
.721
401

S.E.
.505
.511
.469
.127
.511

Sig.
.043*
.257
.022*
.541
.001**

Odds Ratio
.359
1.786
.340
1.081
5.440

Hypothesis number 8 (If the first offense by the juvenile is a drug crime, then the odds of
the second offense being a violent crime increases significantly) shown in table 26 above
indicates that the odds of a juvenile who committed a drug crime as a first offense, then
reoffended for a violent crime decreases by a factor of .930. The hypothesis above is not
supported because the odds of committing a violent crime decrease if the first offense was a drug
crime. In addition, the model is not statistically significant. After re-running the model with
control variables, table 39 shows the odds of committing a violent crime for the second offense is
increased by a factor of .838 if the first offense is a drug related offense. The relationship is
statistically significant and the hypothesis is confirmed.
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Table 34. Model 19. Logistic Regression (DV=Second Offense Violent)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Drug Related First Offense
Age at First Offense
Constant
Nagelkerke R Square
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
.421
.483
-.542
.214
-.177
.461
.045
.905
401

S.E.
.365
.491
.335
.505
.088

Sig.
.249
.326
.105
.045*
.045*

Odds Ratio
1.524
1.620
.582
.838
.838

Hypothesis number 9 (Non-whites youths’ odds of receiving no diversion requirements
for their first offense will be lower than whites) shown in table 27 above indicates that NonWhite youths’ odds of receiving no diversion requirements increases by a factor of 2.914. The
hypothesis is not supported because the odds of receiving no program requirements increase for
non-white offenders. This relationship is statistically significant. After re-running the model,
table 40, uses a dummy coded version of the Non-White variable (Black, Other, White), the odds
of receiving no program activity for a diversion technique is increased for black individuals by a
factor of 3.339 with statistical significance. Looking at races other than white and black, the odds
of receiving no program activity for a diversion technique is increased for the other by a factor of
1.581. In both cases, the hypothesis is not supported due to the direction of the relationship.
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Table 35. Model 20. Logistic Regression (DV=No Program Activity Required)
Variables
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Black
1.206
.266
.000** 3.339
Other
.458
.395
.246
1.581
Female
.323
.236
.172
1.381
Age at First Offense
.071
.071
.323
1.073
Constant
-2.849
Nagelkerke R Square
.095
Goodness of Fit
.347
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01

Hypothesis number 10 (The odds of receiving monitoring as the diversion requirement
for first offenses is higher for Non-whites than Whites) shown in Table 28 indicates that being
Non-White increase the odds of receiving monitoring strategies for diversion programming by a
factor of 1.057. The hypothesis is not supported because it is not statistically significant. After
re-running the logistic regression with control variables, table 41 shows that the odds of
receiving monitoring as a diversion requirement for a first offense decreases for Non-Whites.
The hypothesis remains unsupported due to the direction of the relationship. In addition, the
relationship is not statistically significant.
Table 36. Model 21. Logistic Regression: Monitor Requirement Hypothesis
Variables
Monitor Required
Coefficient S.E.
Sig.
Odds Ratio
Non-White
-.006
.208
.976
.994
Age at First Offense
-.160
.062
.010** .852
Female
.163
.208
.433
1.177
Constant
2.184
Goodness of Fit
.119
2
Nagelkerke R
.023
Sample Size
401
*p<.05 **p<.01
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Hypothesis number 13 (Males will be more likely to receive monitor as a diversion
requirement than females) shown in table 31 indicated that females’ odds of receiving
monitoring as a diversion requirement increase by a factor of 1.062. The hypothesis not
supported because the odds of receiving monitoring as a diversion technique is greater for
females. In addition, the model is not statistically significant. After re-running the model with the
full set of control variables, table 42 shows the odds of females’ receiving monitoring as a
diversion requirement increase by a factor of 1.177. Hypothesis number 13 remains unsupported
due to the direction of the relationship. The relationship is also not statistically significant.
Table 37. Model 22. Logistic Regression (DV=Monitor Required)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
Constant
Nagelkerke R Square
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
-.001
-.023
.163
-.159
2.178
.023
.132
401

S.E.
.219
.324
.208
.910

Sig.
.995
.943
.435
.017*

Odds Ratio
.999
.997
1.177
.853

Hypothesis number 11 (Non-whites are more likely to receive restitution requirements for
their first offense than whites) results shown in table 29 indicated that the odds of receiving
restitution for any first offense crime for non-white youth decrease by a factor of .321. The
hypothesis is not supported because the odds of receiving restitution requirements decrease for
non-white individuals. This relationship is statistically significant. After re-running the model
with control variables, see table 43, and other independent variables the relationship has changed
dramatically. Black individuals now are shown to have decreased odds of receiving restitution as
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a diversion requirement by a factor of .257. The relationship is statistically significant. The
variable other also shows decreased odd in receiving restitution as a diversion requirement by a
factor of .747 but is not statistically significant. The hypothesis is not supported because the
direction each relationship takes on.
Hypothesis number 14 (Males’ odds of receiving restitution as a diversion requirement
will be greater than females’ odds) shown in table 32 indicated that the odds of receiving
restitution as a diversion program decrease for females by a factor of .547. This supports the
hypothesis and is statistically significant. After testing this hypothesis in a full model with all the
control variables, table 43 shows the odds of receiving restitution as a diversion program
decrease for females by a factor of .538. The relationship is statistically significant and the
hypothesis is again supported.
Table 38. Model 23. Logistic Regression (DV=Restitution Required)
Variables
Black
Other
Female
Age at First Offense
Constant
Nagelkerke R Square
Goodness of Fit
Sample Size
*p<.05 **p<.01

Coefficient
-1.358
-.291
-.621
.169
-2.813
.142
.852
401
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S.E.
.283
.353
.259
.079

Sig.
.000**
.409
.016*
.032*

Odds Ratio
.257
.747
.538
1.185

Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 5
Hypothesis 6
Hypothesis 7
Hypothesis 8
Hypothesis 9
Hypothesis 10
Hypothesis 11
Hypothesis 12
Hypothesis 13
Hypothesis 14

Table 39. Results for Hypothesis Tests
Bivariate
Full Model
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Not Supported
Supported
Supported

Discussion
Hirschi’s self-control theory was used in this research as a focusing lens to accurately
select indicators that could give the sample (N=401) a realistic recidivism analysis. The standard
for collecting recidivism rates has become somewhat outdated, but Walsh and Weber (2014)
pointed out that using other data points can greatly help to build a model that is predictive of
recidivism rates for a local juvenile justice complex. Greenwood (2008) also supports this style
of indicator gathering for predictive measures by believing that the courts are in the best situation
to dramatically impact the level of youth who return to the juvenile or adult systems. Research
question one asked, what is the recidivism rate for the diversion programming being utilized in
local juvenile justice complex? In hopes to addressing this question, six hypotheses were built
and were discussed in the results section. The overall recidivism rates for this local institution
was 54%. One of the most difficult numbers to understand at face value is the overall recidivism
rate (54%) because alone, its meaning is abstract and of very little use. To illustrate the difficulty,
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the Juvenile Offenders and Victims 2014 National Report states that “[t]here is no national
recidivism rate for juveniles” (NCJJ, p.112), which is a direct result of the various levels of
events that take place in the justice system combined with the fact that data are collected and
kept differently from state to state. That is not to say that recidivism rates are not helpful – they
just need to be understood for what they are: indicators rather than the whole truth. A recidivism
rates of 54% may seem a little high when you consider that the data in this research cover first
time offenders only, as this suggests that the youth are returning to the justice center consistently
and have a coin flip of a chance to make it out of the system with only one diversion technique.
When digging deeper into the recidivism rates for this local institution, it appears that whether
youth completed a program successfully or unsuccessfully had no predictive power towards rates
of recidivism. This means that no matter whether the diversion requirements are met or not, this
indicator cannot tell us if programs are working or not. Cost/benefit analysis would be highly
recommended for each individual program in operation. This would allow for more in-depth
analysis to take place.
This research indicated that being assigned probation only as a diversion strategy
increases the odds of recidivating for all youth. One common thought behind this type of
confirmation comes from one of the judges from the court in question. His comment was that this
is most likely because we [the court] are watching every move of a specific youth and that
inherently increases the risk of the court finding illegal activity (Judge X, 2017). This comment
highlights a huge problem in diversion programming. If the youth has gotten in trouble in their
community already, what difference will someone watching them more closely make when
discussing outcomes? If you watch one person long enough, it is likely that they will do
something that is against the law. So, it is worth asking whether probation is even worth the
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effort when trying to help youth stay out of trouble. In connection to the overall research
question, it could be suggested that if recidivism rates are ending up higher than expected, this
could be one area of concern that should be considered when trying to lower recidivism rates.
This is not to say that less enforcement means lower rates of offenders. Rather, in the context of
rehabilitation efforts, if probation is causing more people to get caught, then maybe just
monitoring someone’s behaviors is not actually changing the decisions the youth are making
only increasing the likelihood of getting caught. This higher likelihood could actually work
against therapeutic effects causing youth to re-offend when it is not clear they would have
otherwise. A solution to this specific problem could be stronger family-orientated strategies that
enter the youth’s home and attempt to alter the environment that the youth are living in. The idea
behind family-orientated treatment is to change the youth’s environment so that the presence of
different choice might lead to better decision making.
Age was another indicator used in this research and yielded the conclusion that age has
very little to do with the rate of recidivism within juvenile diversion programs. The relationship
of this hypothesis to the overall research question motivates a consideration of whether there is a
foundational problem within the system. Presently, the intake department operates with very
open set of rules and allows for each officer to take their own approach. Some youth are
mandated to go to specific programming and others are open to choose.
Interestingly, the odds of recidivating significantly decrease if no program activity is
given. In comparison to the overall research question, the assessment of low level risk offenders
seems to be working properly. Other studies (Barrett et al., 2010) have highlighted the
importance of properly assigning youth to diversion programs based on risk level to ensure lower
recidivism rates. Over treating youth has been shown to cause more harm in the long-term, so it
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is vital to any programs performance to properly place youth in programs that fit their specific
needs (Greenwood, 2008). Unfortunately, the institution used for the sample does not utilize any
assessment tools for informal cases and no risk assessment means less confidence in assigning
youth to proper diversion strategies. Following this path, juveniles who received one or more
diversion requirements for first offense showed increased odds of recidivating when one or more
programs were used. To understand this, we must return to what the judge indicated before,
which suggests that the more you watch someone the more likely you are to see them do
something illegal, thus leading them to violate programs rules and recidivate more frequently.
Research question number one attempted to uncover certain features of the diversion
programming operations. At this point, it appears the overall recidivism rate for the diversion
programming could be experiencing higher than natural re-offending due to high amounts of
monitoring for youth who are first time offenders. Another possibility could be that the diversion
programs in place have very little impact on the environment (i.e., family situations, schooling,
etc.) that the youth are a part of leading to the revolving door of youth coming in and out of the
system. One of the more important notes to mention here would have to be the informal to formal
charge ratio. In this sample from 2013 first-time offenders, only 23% of males and 10% of
females experienced formal charges between 2013 and 2016. Thus, the youth are nevertheless
staying out of the adult system, which is the underlining purpose of the juvenile system.
Research question two asked whether there is a predictive crime that will lead to another,
possibly escalated type of crime. Findings within this model indicated that youth who identified
as black and had a first offense that was a property crime experienced decreased odds of
reoffending for a drug crime. Another interesting finding in this model is that females who
committed a property crime as a first offense also had decreased odds of re-offending for a drug
48

related crime. To relate these findings to the research question, it would seem to suggest that
non-black males are the most likely to reoffend for a drug related crime if the first offense is a
property crime. Property crimes in existing literature (Jenson et al., 2001, p.49) have been shown
to be the most committed crime by youth, which can help explain why we find youth committing
property crimes, but not a strong relationship between property crimes and other types of crime.
Following the logic of escalation of crime, this research also found that the odds of re-offending
for a violent crime increase if the first offense was a drug related offense. This also follows prior
research by Jenson et al. (2001) indicating that youth are more likely to commit non-violent
offense before committing violent offenses. According to Hirschi, self-control theory (2004)
would suggest that without addressing the social bonds that have been created for this youth,
preventing recidivism is unlikely.
However, this research does indicate that the odds of re-offending for violent crimes after
committing a drug crime decreases as age increases. This is compatible with self-control theory
(Hirschi, 2004), as self-control theory, as well as other behavioral research shows, argues that
self-control does not vary much as one gets older, so the possibility of treatment or changes in
environmental factors could be speculated. As stated before though, caution must be taken to
avoid excessive speculation, as individual evaluation is a strong recommendation from literature
and this researcher. In relation, the age crime curve which indicates that criminal activity peaks
at the age of 14 years old (Shuman et al., 2013, p.858), could help to explain this phenomenon
and does resonate with this research and the findings.
Overall, research question number two asked whether there is a predictive crime that will
lead to another, possibly escalated, type of crime. The escalation of crime in this institution is

49

very likely overall. Unfortunately, it would take proper evaluative efforts to understand the
deeper aspects of this escalation of crime, and thus is beyond the scope of this research.
Research question number three asked whether there are there any differences in the rate
at which youth are placed in diversion programming. Specifically, racial disparities have been a
huge problem around the country in almost every justice complex related research, juvenile
justice is not exempt from this (Piquero, 2008). When running the full model (see Table 40.
Model 21) the findings showed a new picture: black individuals are at significantly increased
odds to receive no diversion programs. This relationship seems to be working opposite the
common literature (Piquero, 2008), which is the argument that not requiring services could
ultimately led to no change in youth decision making, leading to more black youth coming back
to the system. However, the present study indicates that completing a program or not has no
predictive power on whether youth will recidivate.
Another noteworthy finding is that as the age of first offense increases, the odds of being
diverted by monitoring decreases significantly. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1994) would suggest
that as youth age (still within the developmental window) they might develop more self-control
from interactions with other people (more positive role models). So it could be beneficial to
rethink monitoring into more of a mentoring concept which could add additional support to
creating more attractive self-control practices in youth. Contrary to Piquero’s (2008) research in
Disproportionate Minority Contact, it appears there is very little disparity in requiring
monitoring as a diversion technique within this sample.
The next step in the analysis found that non-whites have a decreased odd of receiving
restitution as a diversion strategy. This could again be due to the concentrated effort to correct an
overtly biased system, but it cannot be stated at this time whether or not it has any causal
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connection. In relation to the overall research question, this provides further findings to support a
claim that no racial disparities seem to be prevalent in deciding what program youth are given as
diversion strategy.
Overall, the findings suggest that there is a difference in the rate at which youth are
placed in diversion programming. Youth who identified as black individuals were the most likely
to be given no diversion requirements. Monitoring as a diversion technique was found to be used
more on younger first time offenders. Lastly, whites were found to be at the highest likelihood of
being assigned restitution as a diversion requirement.
The final research question asked whether there any gender differences in the rate at
which youth are placed in specific diversion programs. This research found that females were
more likely to receive monitoring for a diversion program as a first time offender, and males are
more likely to receive restitution as a first time offender.
Limitations
Throughout this research, several limitations were identified. First, the lack of important
data points, such as youth police contact, youth risk levels, access to assessment tool data
restricted the ability to identify specific aspects of youth profiles. Having these data points would
have directly affected the recidivism rates. However, these data points are very rarely captured
and, if they are, there would be no way to confirm or deny the numbers reported.
Another limitation occurred due to the issues accessing the assessment tool used by the
court. During the intake phase of the process, youth are only give an assessment if the case is
going to be completed formally through the court. Research would suggest that these assessment
reports need to be conducted on all youth to accurately decide which program the youth should
be placed in (Seigle et al., 2014; Mulvey and Iselin, 2008; Sullivan et al, 2007). This limitation
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hindered the research by not providing indicators of social economic status. Prior research has
used these indicators and they could strengthened these research results. As this research is
scheduled to continue, steps will be taken to promote usage of this assessment tool.
Geographic limitation of assessing recidivism limited the ability to build stronger confidence
within this analysis. Having access to other data bases around the area would have given this
analysis another level of validity as cross referencing names throughout the state or possible
country creates a more complete analysis that is less prone to error due to people moving or
being arrested outside this jurisdiction.
Lack of ability to create complex factors for statistical testing was a limitation of this
study due to the data that were available. This research utilized a secondary data source which
did not allow for this researcher to create different data solutions to help understand the
complexities that surround recidivism research.
Using official data, which only include whether someone got caught, was a limitation
because recidivism rates have become known to include whether or not the official records show
that someone got caught. It is widely known that the dark figure of crime (that is, unreported
crime) has dramatic impacts to criminological and sociological research. This study was not
exempt from this limitation and notes that statistical research done in this study is without a
doubt also effected by the unreported and unknown crime rates.
The final limitation noted here is that consistent definitions around diversion
programming is quite unclear and almost non-existent. This creates obvious pitfalls for
researchers making it very difficult, if at all possible, to make connections to other counties and
other states diversion programming. Presently, organizations are attempting to compile large
database lists of empirically tested programs for diversion programming purposes.
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Conclusions
This project has produced results that add to the common literature and research
surrounding juvenile justice reform efforts. The results found an overall recidivism rate of 54%
for the diversion programs in question. To understand this number within the context of this
research this means that out of 401 first time offender cases in the year 2013, approximately 216
cases recidivated within a three year period. Comparing this rate to other rates found around the
state or nation would be difficult due to the variability in whether or not cases are considered for
diversion and whether or not definitions within the diversion process are consistent enough to
compare across county lines. When discussing disparities within the diversion programming very
little to no variation in programming decisions indicate any disparities within the diversion
programming requirements.
The findings included a high recidivism rate for first time offenders in 2013 but, this
study also found that a very low percentage of all youth had been formally charged, which
presents the idea that although youth are revisiting the system frequently, very few are actually
accumulating a permanent criminal record. Next, this research found that if youth are caught and
charged informally with a drug related crime, then the odds of re-offending for a violent crime
increases significantly. This is consistent with common literature (e.g. Jenson and colleagues,
2001) and adds to the importance to engage youth as soon as drug related criminal activity is
present to avoid a much more serious offense from happening. This research also found that
whether or not a youth completes a program successfully has no statistical impact on whether or
not the youth re-offend. Thus, proper individual evaluations of each program are needed in order
to build programming that positively effects rates of recidivism.
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The overall goal of this research project was to help create a culture of accountability
within the area of diversion programming. If society is truly going to impact the rates at which
we sentence our youth to years in prison, then we, as a society, must invest in quality prevention
strategies. At the moment, very few diversion programs are monitored for quality and
effectiveness around the country. This research helps administration and supervisors develop a
strategy to hold themselves and programmers accountable to ultimately help move prevention
ideas to the forefront of legislation dollars, and help put our youth in the best position to become
successful community members.
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Appendix A
Code Book
Party ID
This information will be used as it is labeled in the dataset.
Highest Level of First Offense
C.C. code
Research Code
Status Offense
1
Misdemeanor
2
Felony
3
C.C. code
Status
Property
Drug Related
Non-Violent Misdemeanor
Violent Misdemeanor
Non-Violent Felony
Violent Felony

Research Code
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)

First Offense Crime Committed
C.C. code
Label
750.81(2)
Domestic Violence
257.301
Operating – No
License/Multiple License
257.618
Fail to stop-property damage
accident
722.642
Tobacco – Purchase by Minors
722.752
Curfew Violations – Under 16
750.11
B & E – A Building with
intent
750.142
Children
–
Furnishing
Obscenity to
750.143
Children Exhibiting Obscenity
to
Etc.
Etc.

Second Offense
C.C. (shows up in dataset)

Research Code
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Yes
No

1
0

Second Offense Crime Committed
C.C. code
Label
750.81(2)
Domestic Violence
257.301
Operating – No
License/Multiple License
257.618
Fail to stop-property damage
accident
722.642
Tobacco – Purchase by Minors
722.752
Curfew Violations – Under 16
750.11
B & E – A Building with
intent
750.142
Children
–
Furnishing
Obscenity to
750.143
Children Exhibiting Obscenity
to
Etc.
Etc.
Days between First Offense and Second Offense
This information will be used as it is labeled in the dataset.

Demographic Variables
Race
C.C. code
A
B
I
M
H

Research Code
1
2
3
4
5

O
U
W

Label
Asian
Black
Indian
Multiracial
Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander
Other
Unavailable
White

Gender
C.C. code

Label

Research Code
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6
7
8

M
F

Male
Female

0
1

Age
C.C. code
(DD/MM/YY)
(DD/MM/YY)
(DD/MM/YY)
Other Variables
Jurisdiction
C.C. code
Barry County
Berrien County
Kalamazoo County
Kent County
Michigan State Police
Muskegon County
Osceola County
Ottawa County
Shiawassee County
St. Joseph County
Van Buren County

Research Code
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Intake Decision
C.C. code
Diversion / Not Authorized
Diversion / Authorized

Label
Proceeded as Informal
Proceeded as Formal

Diversion Program Chosen
C.C. code
Action taken
Complaint Denied at
Warning Given
Intake
Comp does not desire
Pros
No Further Ct Contact
Req
Referred to
Community Agcy

Research Code
1
2

Label

Research Code
1 (Yes), 0 (No)

Victim dropped the
case

1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
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Case Accepted at
Intake

Restitution

Monitor

Restitution Substance
Abuse
Restitution Educational
Component

Community service /
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
essay / letter of apology
(different amounts of
each)
Probation (also
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
includes restitution
labels)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)
1 (Yes), 0 (No)

Result of Diversion Program
C.C. code
Label
Close Successful
Yes
Close Unsuccessful
No

Research Code
1
0
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